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(1) Real Party in Interest 

A statement identifying the real party in interest is contained in the brief. 

(2) Related Appeals and Interferences 

A statement identifying the related appeals and interferences which will directly 
affect or be directly affected by or have a bearing on the decision in the pending appeal 
is contained in the brief. 

(3) Status of Claims 

The statement of the status of the claims contained in the brief is correct. 

(4) Status of Amendments After Final 
No amendment after final has been filed. 

(5) Summary of the claimed subject matter 

The summary of the claimed subject matter contained in the brief is correct. 

(6) Grounds of Rejection to be reviewed on appeal 

The appellant's statement of the grounds of rejection is correct. 

(7) Claims Appealed 

The copy of the appealed claims contained in the Appendix to the brief is correct. 

(8) Evidence relied upon 

The following is a listing of the evidence (e.g., patents, publications, official 
notice, and admitted prior art) relied upon in the rejection of claims under appeal. 
5,192,990 Stevens 3-1993 

4,878,120 Matsumoto et al. 10-1989 
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(9) Grounds of Rejection 

Claims 1-3 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Stevens, US patent No. 5,192,990 in view of Matsumoto et al. US patent No. 4,878,120. 

Regarding claim 1 , Stevens teaches (figs. 1 and 4, col. 2, lines 44-68) an image 
sensor (10) comprising: (a) an image sensing portion (12) for receiving incident light that 
is converted to a plurality of charge packets; (b) a transfer mechanism for transferring 
the charge packets from the image sensing portion (from elements 12 to 14, col. 2, lines 
54-62); and (c) an output structure (16) that receives the charge packets from the 
transfer mechanism for transporting output signals from the image sensor. 

Stevens does not teach the output structure comprises a transparent conductor 
for a gate electrode. 

The use of transparent conductor as a gate electrode is conventional and also 
taught by Matsumoto (figs. 3A and 3B, col. 6, lines 1-16) in the structure an image 
sensor. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to use a transparent conductor as a gate electrode as taught by 
Matsumoto in order to improve electrical conductivity of the contact in the light receiving 
region. 

Regarding claim 2, Stevens as modified, the transparent conductor is indium tin 
oxide (col. 6, lines 1-16, Matsumoto). 

Regarding claim 3, Stevens as modified teaches the output structure is a source 
follower (col. 3, lines 38-56, Stevens). 
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(10) Response to Argument 

Applicant's arguments filed 10/27/2005 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

Applicant argues that a prima facia case of obviousness is not established when 
the prior art did not suggest the combination or convey to those of ordinary skill in the 
art a reasonable expectation of success of making it. Applicant further states the 
standard used in the rejection is an obvious-to-try standard, which is contrary to the 
requirements for maintaining a prima facia case of obviousness. 

In response, as stated in the final rejection, Stevens teaches primarily the same 
structure as the claimed invention with the exception that Stevens does not explicitly 
teach the type of material that is used as the output gate material. However applicant 
admits on page 4 of the brief, that Stevens's output electrode is made of polysilicon. 
And polysilicon is a well-known transparent conductor. As stated in the last office action, 
the reference by Matsumoto teaches using a transparent material such as ITO as a gate 
electrode because ITO provides better conductivity and is also transparent to light. 
Therefore contrary to applicant's argument that the standard used in the rejection is an 
obvious to try, a person of ordinary skill in the art would be motivated to try and see the 
effect of using a material such as ITO that is commonly used as a gate material as an 
output electrode. 

(11) Related Proceeding^) Appendix 

No decision rendered by a court or the Board is identified by the examiner in the 
Related Appeals and Interferences section of this examiner's answer. 
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For the above reasons, it is believed that the rejections should be sustained. 



Respectfully submitted, 



SAG 

April 28, 2007 



Conferees: 

Steven Loke 
SPE, AU 2811 

Darren Schuberg' 
SPE, AU 2834 
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Examiner 281 
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